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1 This action is in response to the communication filed on 7/5/2007. 

2 DETAILED ACTION 

3 Continued Examination Under 3 7 CFR 1.114 

4 A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 


5 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this appUcation is 

6 eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 

7 has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 

8 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 7/5/2007 has been entered. 


9 Response to Arguments 

10 Applicant's arguments filed 5/30/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 

1 1 persuasive. 

12 Applicants' arguments with respect to the prior art have been considered but are moot in 

13 view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

14 The examiner notes that although the applicants have chosen to use the phraseology 


15 "PECM" or personal ECM, there is no functional language claimed that requires that the PECM 

16 be anything other than data that is specific to the end user device, and together with the ECM and 

17 EMM is sufficient to enable said end user device to play back the content. If the applicants wish 

1 8 for the claimed PECM to be functionally equivalent to an ECM as known in the art rather than an 

19 EMM or other data type as known in the art, the applicants should claim this functionality. 

20 All objections and rejections not presented below have been withdrawn. 

2 1 Information Disclosure Statement 
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1 The information disclosure statement(s) (IDS) submitted on 4/17/2006 and 10/6/2006, 

2 6/20/2007 are in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the examiner is 

3 considering the information disclosure statements. 

4 Specification 

5 The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 


6 claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 

7 following is required: While the specification provides support for a PECM and EMM together 

8 being sufficient to enable the end user device to play back the content, the specification fails to 

9 provide support for the ECM and EMM not being sufficient to play back content, while the 

10 ECM, EMM, and PECM together are sufficient to play back content. See the rejection under 35 

1 1 use 112 1'' Paragraph below. 


1 2 Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

13 The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

1 4 The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 

1 5 and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 

1 6 pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 

17 contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

19 Claims 105-1 12, and 171-175 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 

20 to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 

21 was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 

22 relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 

23 claimed invention. In this case, the specification fails to provide support wherein the ECM and 

24 EMM are not sufficient to play back content, while the ECM, EMM, and PECM together are 

25 sufficient to play back content. The portion of the specification pointed to by the applicants does 
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1 not provide the necessary support for this limitation, but rather shows that an ECM or a PECM 

2 can be used with an EMM to allow playback. Further, the examiner us unable to find support for 

3 this particular limitation anywhere in the specification. As such, one of ordinary skill in the art 

4 would be unable to determine whether the applicants were in possession of the invention as 

5 claimed at the time of application. Therefore, the claims are rejected for faiUng to meet the 

6 written description requirement of 35 USC 112 1^ Paragraph. 
7 

8 

9 Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

1 1 obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

12 A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 

13 described as set forth in section 102 of this title', if the differences between the subject matter 

14 sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 

1 5 been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 

1 6 which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 

17 the invention was made, 
18 

19 , Claims 84-90, 92-104, 111-112, 124-140, 166-170, and 176-180 are rejected under 35 

20 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maillard (US Patent Number 6,393,562), and further in 

21 view of Saito et al. (US Patent Number 6,069,952) hereinafter referred to as Saito. 

22 Regarding claim 84, Maillard disclosed A method for flexible and secure transmission of 

23 digital content to a first end user device (See Maillard Col. 4 Lines 45-67), the method 

24 comprising: providing a control center for controlling access to the digital content by the first 

25 end user device (See Maillard Col 5 Paragraph 1 Conditional Access System 3000); and 
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1 transmitting scrambled digital content and an original entitlement control message to the first end 

2 user device, the original ECM controlling, at least in part, access to the scrambled digital content 

3 by the first end user device (See Maillard Background of the invention), but Maillard failed to 

4 disclose transmitting scrambled digital content to the second end user device by the first end user 

5 device, such that said second end user device cannot play back said scrambled digital content; 

6 connecting said second end user device to said control center; and transmitting a permission 

7 message to said second end user device by said control center, such that said second end user 

8 device is able to unscramble said scrambled digital content to form unscrambled digital content, 

9 However Maillard did disclosed connecting said first end user device to said control center (See 

10 Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 1); and transmitting a permission message (EMM) to said first end 

1 1 user device by said control center, such that said first end user device is able to unscramble said 

12 scrambled digital content to form unscrambled digital content (See Maillard Background of the 

13 Invention Paragraph 1). 

14 Maillard further failed to disclose that the original ECM was embedded with the 

15 scrambled digital content. However, as evidenced by the instant specification page 2 final 

16 paragraph, it was well known for the original ECMs to be embedded with the content, and as 

17 such it would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of invention 

18 to have done so. 

19 Saito teaches that in a content distribution system, an authorized user can send encrypted 

20 content to an unauthorized user, at which point the unauthorized user can contact a control center 

21 to receive authorization and a decryption key for the content (See Saito Col. 5 Line 20 - Col 6 

22 Line 63). 
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1 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

2 invention to employ the teachings of Saito in the content distribution system of Maillard by 

3 transmitting scrambled digital content to the second end user device by the first end user device, 

4 such that said second end user device cannot play back said scrambled digital content; 

5 connecting said second end user device to said control center (conditional access system 3000); 

6 and transmitting a permission message to said second end user device by said control center 

7 (EMM), such that said second end user device is able to unscramble said scrambled digital 

8 content to form unscrambled digital content. This would have been obvious because the 

9 ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to allow more flexible content 

10 distribution through "peer-to-peer" transfer, while maintaining access control to the copyrighted 

1 1 data. 

12 Regarding claim 124, Maillard disclosed receiving scrambled digital content by a first 

13 end user device, the scrambled digital content comprising at least an entitlement control message 

14 (ECM) and playable content (See Maillard Col. 4 Last Paragraph and Background of the 

1 5 Invention First Paragraph); receiving a permission message for unscrambling said scrambled 

16 digital content by said first end user device, the permission message comprising an entitlement to 

17 unscramble the scrambled digital content according to the ECM (See Maillard Col 3 Lines 46- * 

18 55), but Maillard failed to disclose transferring said scrambled digital content and the ECM 

19 directly from said first end user device to a second end user device; and unscrambling said 

20 scrambled digital content by said second end user device according to the ECM only after said 

21 permission message is activated for said second end user device. 
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1 Maillard further failed to disclose that the original ECM was embedded with the 

2 scrambled digital content. However, as evidenced by the instant specification page 2 final 

3 paragraph, it was well known for the original ECMs to be embedded with the content, and as 

4 such it would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of invention 

5 to have done so. 

6 Saito teaches that in a content distribution system, an authorized user can send encrypted 

7 content to an unauthorized user, at which point the unauthorized user can contact a control center 

8 to receive authorization and a decryption key for the content (See Saito Col. 5 Line 20 - Col. 6 

9 Line 63). 

10 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

1 1 invention to employ the teachings of Saito in the content distribution system of Maillard by 

12 transferring said scrambled digital content and the ECM directly from said fn"st end user device 

13 to a second end user device; and unscrambling said scrambled digital content by said second end 

14 user device according to the ECM only after said permission message is activated for said second 

15 end user device. This would have been obvious because the ordinary person skilled in the art 

16 would have been motivated to allow more flexible content distribution through "peer-to-peer" 

17 transfer, while maintaining access control to the copyrighted data. 

18 Regarding claim 85, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed transmitting a first 

19 set of information for decoding said scrambled digital content to said second end user device; 

20 and permitting said second end user device to access said first set of information only if said 

21 permission message is given to said second end user device (See the rejection of claim 106 

22 above). 
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1 Regarding claim 86, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that the first set of 

2 information is distributed with said scrambled digital content (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 49-57). 

3 Regarding claim 87, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that the first set of 

4 information is distributed by said control center (See the rejection of claim 107 above). 

5 Regarding claim 88, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that transmitting 

6 said scrambled digital content includes contacting said control center by said second end user 

7 device to receive said permission message (See the rejecUon of claim 84 above). 

8 Regarding claim 89, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that said first set of 

9 information includes an address of said control center (See Maillard Col. 5 Lines 45-59). 

10 Regarding claim 90, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that said first set of 

1 1 information enables said unscrambled digital content to be permanently stored by said second 

12 end user device (See Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 1). 

13 Regarding claims 92-95, and 126-129, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed 

14 that said first and said second end user devices belong to a group of a plurality of end user 

15 devices, such that said permission message is sent to each end user device belonging to said 

16 group (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 40-48); wherein membership in said group is at least partially 

17 determined according to communication between said end user devices (See Maillard Col. 2 

18 Lines 40-48); wherein transmitting said permission message further comprises transmitting a 

19 token from said first end user device to said second end user device, for including said first and 

20 said second end user devices in said group (See the rejection of claim 84 above and Saito Col. 6 

21 Lines 31-38); wherein transmitting said token is performed repeatedly for the plurality of end 
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1 user devices in the group until a limit is reached (See the rejection of claim 84 above and Col. 14 

2 Lines 13-16). 

3 Regarding claims 96-97, and 130-13 1, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed 

4 that said limit is determined according to a number of end user devices in the group, such that if 

5 said number of end user devices exceeds a maximum permitted number, transmitting said 

6 scrambled digital content and transmitting said permission message are not performed for an 


7 additional end user device (See Saito Col. 14 Lines 13-16 and Col 6 Lines 49-56); and wherein 

8 said Umit is determined according to at least one reasonableness rule (See Saito Col. 14 Lines 

9 13-16). 


10 Regarding claims 98, and 132, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that said 

1 1 limit is determined according to at least one reasonableness rule and wherein said at least one 

12 reasonableness rule restricts a number of copies of said scrambled digital content operable with 

13 said token (See Saito Col. 6 Lines 9-10 and 49-56 and Col. 14 Lines 13-16). 

14 Regarding claims 99, and 133, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that when 

15 the limit is reached, at least one of transmitting said scrambled digital content and transmitting 

16 said permission message is not performed (See Saito Col. 6 Lines 9-10 and 49-56), 

17 Regarding claims 100, and 134, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that at 

18 least one reasonableness rule requires at least said first end user device to wait for a 

19 predetermined period before transferring said scrambled digital content to an additional end user 

20 device in the group (See Saito Col. 5 Line 66 - Col. 6 Line 17). 

21 Regarding claims 101, and 135, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that the 

22 wait period was greater for a second user than a first user (See Saito Col 6 Line 1 1 - Col. 7 Line 
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1 3 l).that the wait period was greater for a second user than a first user (See Saito Col. 6 Line 1 1 - 

2 Col. 7 Line 31). 

3 Regarding claims 102-103, and 136-137, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed 

4 that the period was at partially determined according to a period of time and operation a 

5 minimum number of times (See Saito Col. 5 Line 66 - Col 6 Line 62). 

6 Regarding claim 104, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that membership 

7 in said group is at least partially determined according to said control center, such that if said 

8 group has more than a predetermined number of end user devices as members, said control 

9 center blocks receipt of said permission message by members of said group (See Saito Col. 14 

10 Lines 13-16 and the rejection of claim 84 above). 

1 1 Regarding claim 125, the combination of Maillard and Saito that at least said second end 

12 user device is in communication with a control center aiid said permission message is activated 

13 for said second end user device by said control center (See the rejection of claim 124 above). 

14 Regarding claim 138, the combination of Maillard and Saito that membership in said 

15 group is at least partially determined according to said control center, such that if said group has 

16 more than a predetermined number of end user devices as members, said control center blocks 

17 receipt of said permission message by members of said group (See Saito Col. 6 Lines 9-10 and 

18 49-56, and Col. 14 Lines 13-16). 

19 Regarding claim 139, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed transmitting said 

20 scrambled digital content with said ECM from a first end user device to a second end user device 

21 (See the Rejection of claim 84 above); receiving a specific PECM by said second end user device 

22 from said control center (See the Rejection of claim 84 above); and unscrambling said scrambled 
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1 digital content by said second end user device only after receiving said specific PECM (See the 

2 Rejection of claim 84 above), wherein receiving said specific PECM by said second end user 

3 device includes: transmitting payment to said control center (See Maillard Col. 6 Paragraph 2); 

4 and transmitting said PECM by said control center only after receiving payment (See Maillard 

5 Col. 6 Paragraph 2), 

6 Regarding claim 140, the combination of Maillard and Saito disclosed that said 

7 permission message is operative only by said first end user device, such that if said permission 

8 message is transferred to said second end user device by said first end user device, said 

9 permission message cannot be used by said second end user device (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 

10 40-48). 

1 1 Regarding claims 166, and 176, Maillard and Saito disclosed that the ECM remains 

12 embedded in the digital content after the receipt of the PECM at the second end user device (See 

13 Maillard Background of the Invention Paragraph 1). 

14 Regarding claims 167-168, and 177-178, Maillard and Saito disclosed that the ECM 

15 comprises an address for a network control center, the network control center being the network 

16 control center the second end user device must contact in order to receive a permission message 

17 to unscramble the scrambled digital content and that the permission message comprises a PECM 

18 (personalized ECM) (See Maillard Col. 5 Lines 45-59). 

19 Regarding claims 169-170, and 179-180, Maillard and Saito disclosed that the ECM 

20 comprises at an indication that the scrambled digital content comprises purchasable content (See 

21 Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 1); a unique identifier for the scrambled digital content (See Maillard 

22 Col. 2 Lines 49-57); and a conditional access service identifier for a group which is allowed to 


Application/Control Number: 09/9 14,297 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 2131 

1 purchase the scrambled digital content (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 49-57), and that the ECM 

2 further comprises at least one of: a base price for the scrambled digital content; an mdication of 

3 rental duration for the digital content; a price for extending rental duration; an indication of a 

4 number of renderings of the digital content; and a price for outright ownership of the digital 

5 content (See Maillard Col. 3 Last Paragraph). 

6 Claims 105-1 10, and 171-175 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 

7 Maillard (Patent Number 6,393,562). 

8 Claims 105-107, 109-1 10, and 171-175 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

9 unpatentable over Maillard (Patent Number 6,393,562), and further in view of Kim et al. (US 

1 0 Patent Number 5,799,08 1) hereinafter referred to as Kim. 

1 1 Regarding claim 105, Maillard disclosed a method for securing digital content for 

12 transmission to an end user device, comprising: providing a control center for controlling access 

13 to the digital content by the end user device (See Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 1 Conditional Access 

14 System 3000); transmitting scrambled digital content and an original entitlement control message 

15 (ECM) to the end user and playable content, the original ECM controlling, at least in part, 

16 access to the scrambled digital content, such that the end user device cannot play back said 

17 scrambled digital content (See Maillard Col. 4 Last Paragraph and Background of the Invention 

18 First Paragraph); transmitting from said control center to said end user device an entitlement 

19 message (EMM) (See Maillard Col. 3 Lines 46-55); but Maillard failed to spedfically disclose 

20 that the ECM and EMM together were not sufficient to enable said end user device to play back 

21 said scrambled digital content, or transmitting a PECM to the end user device by said control 

22 center, said PECM being specific to the end user device, said ECM and said EMM and said 
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1 PECM together being sufficient to enable said end user device to play back said scrambled 

2 digital content; or unscrambling said scrambled digital content by the end user device by 

3 employing said PECM. 

4 Maillard further failed to disclose that the original ECM was embedded with the 

5 scrambled digital content. However, as evidenced by the instant specification page 2 fmal 

6 paragraph, it was well known for the original ECMs to be embedded with the content, and as 

7 such it would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of invention 

8 to have done so. 

9 Kim teaches that in a system utilizing ECM's and EMM's, the broadcast system should 

1 0 generate and transmit Copy Protection Transmission Code (PECM) information for prohibiting 

1 1 illegal view/copy with the scrambled content, and the CPTC should be analyzed by the content 

12 receiver in order to determine whether to allow playback of the content (See Kim Col. 14 Line 4 

13 -Col. 15 Lines 40). 

14 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the tune of 

1 5 invention to employ the teachings of Kim in the content delivery system of Maillard by 

16 generating CPTC information and including the CPTC information with the content, and 

17 analyzing the CPTC at the content receiver in order to determine whether to allow playback of 

18 the content. This would have been obvious because the ordinary person skilled in the art at the 

19 time of invention would have been motivated to protect the content against illegal viewing and 

20 copying of the content. 

21 Regarding claim 106, Maillard disclosed that transmitting said PECM further comprises: 

22 transmitting a first set of information in an ECM (entitlement control message) for decoding said 
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1 scrambled digital content to the end user device (See Maillard Background of the Invention); 

2 permitting the end user device to access said first set of information only if an entitlement 

3 management message (EMM) is given to the end user device and said EMM indicates that the 

4 end user device is permitted to use said ECM (See Maillard Col. 6 Paragraph 1); and 

5 unscrambling said scrambled digital content by the end user device according to said first set of 

6 information (See Maillard Col. 6 Paragraph 1). 

7 Regarding claim 107, Maillard disclosed that said EMM is transmitted by said control 

8 center (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 42-48 and Col. 5 Paragraphs 1-2). 

9 Regarding claim 109, Maillard disclosed that said first set of information includes at least 

10 one instruction for generating a code word, such that permitting the end user device to access 

1 1 said first set of information includes: generating said code word according to said at least one 

12 instruction; and unscrambling said scrambled digital content according to said code word (See 

13 Maillard Col. 2 Lines 49-57). 

14 Regarding claim 110, Maillard disclosed permanently associating said PECM with said 

15 scrambled digital content to permit unscrambling of said scrambled digital content by the end 

16 user device (See Kim Col. 14). 

17 Regarding claim 171, Maillard disclosed that the ECM remains embedded in the digital 

18 content after the receipt of the PECM at the second end user device (See Maillard Background of 

19 the Invention Paragraph 1). 

20 Regarding claims 172-173, Maillard disclosed that the ECM comprises an address for a 

21 network control center, the network control center being the network control center the end user 

22 device must contact in order to receive a permission message to unscramble the scrambled digital 
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1 content and that the permission message comprises a PECM (personahzed ECM) (See Maillard 

2 Col 5 Lines 45-59). 

3 Regarding claims 174-175, Maillard disclosed that the ECM comprises at an indication 

4 that the scrambled digital content comprises purchasable content (See Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 

5 1); a unique identifier for the scrambled digital content (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 49-57); and a 

6 conditional access service identifier for a group which is allowed to purchase the scrambled 

7 digital content (See Maillard Col. 2 Lines 49-57), and that the ECM further comprises at least 

8 one of: a base price for the scrambled digital content; an indication of rental duration for the 

9 digital content; a price for extending rental duration; an indication of a number of renderings of 

10 the digital content; and a price for outright ownership of the digital content (See Maillard Col. 3 

1 1 Last Paragraph). 

12 Claim 108 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maillard and 

13 Kim as appUed to claim 105 above, and further in view of Candelore (US Patent Number 

14 7,039,614). 

15 Maillard and Kim disclosed sending an ECM, an EMM, and a CPTC but failed to 

1 6 disclosed replacing the ECM with the PECM. 

1 7 Candelore teaches that in order to rescramble protected content at a receiver, the sender 

1 8 should send an ECM and a re- scrambling key in a separate ECM, and using the re-scrambling 

19 key to rescramble the content, and subsequently to access the content (See Candelore Col. 7 

20 Paragraph 5). 

21 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

22 invention to employ the teachings of Candelore in the content distribution system of Maillard 
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1 and Kim by including an extra ECM which included a key for re-scrambUng the content at the 

2 receiver. This would have been obvious because the ordinary person skilled in the art would 

3 have been motivated to allow secure recording of the content at the receiver. 

4 Claims 1 1 1-112 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

5 Maillard and Kim, and further in view of Saito. 

6 Regarding claims 111-112, Maillard and Kim disclosed distributing content to a first end 

7 user and transmitting payment to said control center; and transmitting said PECM by said control 

8 center only after receiving payment (See Maillard Col. 6 Paragraph 2) but Maillard failed to 

9 disclose transmitting scrambled digital content to the second end user device by the first end user 

10 device, such that said second end user device cannot play back said scrambled digital content; 

1 1 connecting said second end user device to said control center; and transmitting a permission 

12 message to said second end user device by said control center, such that said second end user 

13 device is able to unscramble said scrambled digital content to form unscrambled digital content. 

14 However Maillard did disclosed connecting said first end user device to said control center (See 

15 Maillard Col. 5 Paragraph 1); and transmitting a permission message (EMM) to said first end 

16 user device by said control center, such that said first end user device is able to unscramble said 

17 scrambled digital content to form unscrambled digital content (See Maillard Background of the 

18 Invention Paragraph 1). 

19 Saito teaches that in a content distribution system, an authorized user can send encrypted 

20 content to an unauthorized user, at which point the unauthorized user can contact a control center 

21 to receive authorization and a decryption key for the content (See Saito Col. 5 Line 20 - Col. 6 

22 Line 63). 
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1 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

2 invention to employ the teachings of Saito in the content distribution system of Maillard by 

3 transmitting scrambled digital content to the second end user device by the first end user device, 

4 such that said second end user device cannot play back said scrambled digital content; 

5 connecting said second end user device to said control center (conditional access system 3000); 

6 and transmitting a permission message to said second end user device by said control center 

7 (EMM), such that said second end user device is able to unscramble said scrambled digital 

8 content to form unscrambled digital content. This would have been obvious because the 


9 ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to allow more flexible content 

10 distribution through "peer-to-peer" transfer, while maintaining access control to the copyrighted 

11 data. 


12 Conclusion 

13 Claims 84-90, 92-1 12, 124-140, and 166-180 have been rejected, 

14 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

15 examiner should be directed to Matthew T. Henning whose telephone number is (571) 272-3790 

16 The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

17 If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

1 8 supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (571) 272-3795, The fax phone number for the 

19 organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 
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1 Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

2 Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

3 may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

4 appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

5 system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

6 system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). If you would 

7 like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

8 information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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